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ARMY SURVEILLANCE OP CIVILIANS 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, over the 
course of the past few years, the Con- 
stitutional Rights Subcommittee has 
been engaged in a study of computers, 
data banks, and the impact that Gov- 
ernment data gathering has on the Bill 
of Rights and our legacy of individual 
liberty and privacy. 

These investigations have developed 
one new revelation after another, some 
with explosive public impact, and others, 
equally serious but perhaps of lesser no- 
toriety. Put together, the subcommittee’s 
studies have developed an awesome and 
threatening picture of increased Govern- 
ment data on thousands of American citi- 
zens — a picture which may some day 
soon amount to what some have called 
a “dossier society.” In this “dossier so- 
ciety,” Government would know all 
about the individual citizen, his habits, 
his livelihood, his thoughts, his aspira- ! 
tions, his hopes, and his fears. Such a 
society will not be free. 

One of the more ominous revelations 
of recent months has been the disclosure 
that the military, primarily the Army, 
had instituted an organized system of 
political surveillance of the activities of 
Americans here in the United States. The 
story was first revealed by Mr. Christo- 
pher Pyle earlier this year. His discover- ■ 
ies were shocking in the extreme. They 
raised the specter in many minds of un- 
restrained armed forces interfering with 
the domestic political life of our country. 
Such a role has always been anathema to 
our constitutional system. It is made little 
less palatable by the suggestion that the 
civilian leaders -of the- military were un- 
aware of this activity, or unable to con- 
trol it if they were aware. 

Over the course of time since the Pyle 
story, there have been many revelations 
of what this military activity was all 
about. It has been alleged, for example, 
that the military was at the conventions 
in 1968 both in Miami and Chicago. What 
they did, why they were there, by what 
authority and by whose order — these are 
questions as yet unanswered. There have 
been other allegations of military in- 
volvement in domestic affairs which, If 
true, are no less disturbing. 



Now, I regret to iniorm the Senate that 
I have received new information which, if 
true, gives yet more details of the military 
intelligence activities that have been di- 
rected at the American people. I certainly 
hope that the Information I have re- 
ceived is not true, for it suggests that 
many of the worst fears about the extent 
of the military surveillance on Americans 
are borne out. 

also suggests that the motivations 
behind this surveillance were directly 
counter to the principle that the Army is 
controlled by civilian constitutional au- 
thority — that it does not have a direct 
mandate to act independent of the ap- 
pointed and elected civilian leaders of 
the country. 

As I say, I hope that the information 
I have received is not true, blit I con- 
fess that it very well may be true. And 
it Is certainly substantial enough to de- 
mand a full explanation from the Army 
and from the responsible civilian lead- 
ership. 

I have received information from a 
former Army intelligence agent that dur- 
ing the course of its surveillance of do- 
mestic political activities, the Army was 
not merely concerned with actions of 
fringe groups which have demonstrated 
a predilection for violence or illegal con- 
duct. Nor were they concerned solely with 
nonestablishment political activities 
which they thought might develop into or 
be alined with violent actions. It now 
appears that the intelligence net was far 
wider than even this. It appears that 
Army intelligence, at least since 1968, but 
probably earlier as well, and up to June 
of this year at least, was actively cover- 
ing the activities of individuals and 
groups against whom no charge of polit- 
ical extremism can possibly be made. 

The individuals who were “targeted” 
for surveillance — spying, in common par- 
lance — Include a Member of this body, 
the Junior Senator from Illinois, Mr. 
Stevenson; the former Governor of Illi- 
nois, now Judge Otto Kemer; a Member 
of the other body, Congressman Abner . 
Mikva; State and local officials; plus 
well-known political contributors of both 
parties, newspaper reporters, religious 
figures, lawyers, and local and national 
political figures. These are only a few 



of the reportedly 800 individuals who 
were targets of the military intelligence 
system in only one State, Illinois. The 
activities were conducted by the 113th 
Military Intelligence Group which has 
Jurisdiction in what is called region I — 
the midwest section of the country. 

As reported to me, the reason for this 
surveillance was that the Army could 
determine the political proclivities of the 
individuals involved, and forecast their 
reactions to certain situations. The in- 
formation was used to predict political 
behavior, voting patterns, political alli- 
ances. and political activities of men who 
are part of the normal, regular, consti- 
tutional. “established” political system 
of our country. The Army investigated 
these men during their campaigns for 
office and while they were in office. It was 
enough that they opposed or did not 
actively support the Government’s policy 
in Vietnam, or that they disagreed with 
domestic policies of the administration, 
or that they were in contact with or sym- 
pathetic to people with such views. Ap- 
parently, anyone who in the Army's defi- 
nition was “left of center” was a pro- 
sective candidate for political surveil- 
lance. 

I believe it is necessary that the Army 
now disclose to the American people the 
full details of what they were doing and 
what they continue to do. It is not enough 
for them to say that they made a mistake, 
were bad boys, and will not do it again. 
They must disclose in full what happened 
and why It happened and what has been 
done to insure that it will never happen 
again. Only by making a full disclosure 
will the American people be assured that 
the military will not at some time in 
the future assume again for itself the 
role of “defender of the Constitution.” 
That is a military role played all too 
often in other countries where the dem- 
ocratic traditions are weak and the prin- 
ciple that the military stays out of do- 
mestic politics is nonexistent. It is intol- 
erable in the United States. 

I hope, Mr. President, that by the time 
the Constitutional Rights Subcommittee 
conducts its hearings next February on 
computers, data banks, and the Bill of 
Rights, the Army will have finally dis- 
closed all that it lias done, and that it 
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can assure us that it is no longer Happen- 
ing at any level, whether it be Port Hola- 
bird. the Pentagon, or at some local 
commander’s unrestrained discretion. I 
hope that the Army will answer to the 
subcommittee: First, whether local, 

State, or National political figures, ap- 
pointed or elected, were indeed ever tar- 
gets of military surveillance: second, who 
they were by name; third, why they were 
investigated; fourth, what kinds of in- 
formation were gathered, for what pur- 
pose. and to what use it was put; fifth, 
what has become of the information since 
It was gathered; and sixth, who is the 
subject of military surveillance now. 

Thus far. the explanations I have re- 
ceived from the Army do not disclose the 
extent to which this activity was con- 
ducted, nor the fact that it apparently 
included American citizens of such 
standing. I will discuss the recent cor- 
respondence I lrnve had with the Army 
in the next few days. I expect by then to 
have heard whether or not the activities 
I have described today did in fact go on. 
If so, the Army may wish to supplement 
its recent Communications and explain 
the Inconsistencies between these allega- 
tions and the statements they have made 
so far. 

Mr. President, the whole sorry story 
of this military information gathering 
and intelligence surveillance, serious as 
it Is, should not be allowed to distract our 
concern from other, more subtle dangers 
to Individual liberty and privacy that 
arise from less notorious data gathering 
by the Government. While much public 
attention is centered on these dramatic 
examples, there Is still the steady in- 
crease in what may be characterized as 
“benign” information gathering and 
computerization. The end result of a 
“dossier society” is no less inimical to 
individual liberty if it comes from un- 
controlled and unrestrained computeri- 
zation of our citizens for benevolent ends 
such as traffic safety, welfare, improved 
criminal Justice, and other socially bene- 
ficial programs. We may rely on an out- 
raged citizenry to end unauthorized mili- 
tary activities, but the more difficult Job 
is to put the new teclinology of com- 
puters under human, legal controls so 
we do not lose our freedom in the name 
of greater efficiency. I see an ever-in- 
creasing need for a set of legislative 
principles governing official data banks 
and the creation of an agency designed 
to control governmental information 
programs in the light of the overriding 
principle of privacy and individual free- 
dom. 



Mr. President, no Member of this body 
has greater admiration for the Army 
than does the senior Senator from North 
Carolina. No Member of this body has 
supported to a higher degree the efforts 
of the Army to keep Itself ready to de- 
fend tills Nation against any threat from 
abroad. But the Senator from North 
Carolina is constrained to say that spy- , 
lng upon the civilian population is 11 'ot a i 
proper function of the Army of the ! 
United States. It cannot be condoned. It 
cannot be tolerated. 

I wish to read to the Senate, with the 
signature deleted, a letter 1 have rc- j 
celved on this subject. The letter is dated 
December 7, 1070, and it is addressed 
to Sam J. Ervin, US. Senator, and reads 
as follows: 

December 7, 1070. 

Sam J. Ervin. • 

US. Senator. 

Dear Sir: Lost evening. I liad dinner with 
an associate who la presently on active duty 
with the United States Army. During din- , 
ner, my associate, who Is a military In tel 11- ( 
gence officer, asked me If I had ever con- 
sidered re-entering the Army and making I 
federal service In the Army my career. Since 
June. 1970, when my military service termi- 
nated. I have often contemplated that very 
question. However, last evening was the first 
time I found that I had to answer. My an- 
swer was as follows: If the present structure 
of certain elements of the Army, particularly 
tho Military Intelligence Corps, were to be j 
torn down and re-structed, with an emphasis 
placed upon the atipporting of the military ' 
community as a whole, as opposed to the 
present emphasis of those certain elements, 

I would consider re-entering the Army as an 
Intelligence officer. 

For almost five years, August 1965 until 
June 1970. I wns on active duty with the 
United States Army. From July 1906 until 
June 1970, I woo a military intelligence 
agent. During that period of time, I took 
part in and observed a radical change of 
priorities on tho part of the activities of 
military intelligence. 

From 1966 until early 1968. my duties In- 
volving the collection of information of an 
Intelligence nature pertaining primarily to 
targets of a military nature. However, In 
early 1968, a portion of my duties Involved 
the collection of Intelligence information per- 
taining to individuals and organizations not 
related to the activities of the military. Until 
finally In June 1969. my entire effort as a 
military Intelligence agent was directed 
against individuals and organizations not as- 
sociated with any military activities. The 
justflcatlon. of collecting information of an 
Intelligence nature concerning non-military 
individuals and organizations was as follows: 
Certain elements of our society have re- 
sorted to Illegal methods In order to attain 
political recognition and eventually their 
own political goals. These elements have re- 
sorted, In many Instances, to the use of 
violence and the Infiltration of non-polltl* 
col elements of otir society. Buch elements 
represent a direct threat to the existence of 
the constitutional form of government In the 
United States and the generAl well-being of 
the citizens of the United States. Therefore, 
all attempts were made to monitor the ac- 
tivities of such elements. Military Intelligence 
was prbvlded with a "blank check" and was 
allowed to investigate, penetrate, and disrupt 



such elements with little or no control, other 
than that exercised at the local mllttary level. 

Beginning In June 1969. approximately 50% 
of all collection activities targeted against 
civilian targets were Initiated at the local 
military level. The remaining 50% of such 
activities were levied upon the local mllttary 
Intelligence commands from the command 
center at Fort Holablrd. Maryland. At one 
point In October 1969, our collection team In 
the Chicago area, was collecting informa- 
tion on every Individual and organization In 
the state of Illinois who espoused discon- 
tent with the military lnvolveraont In South- 
east Asia or who openly opposed the Nixon 
administration’s controversial domestic pol- 
icies. to Include elected public officials at tho 
local and federal levels of government. The 
Information was obtained using various 
means, to Include the use of undercover 
agents, the attendance by military Intel- 
ligence agents at all public gatherings con- 
sidered to be of a radical nature, and the 
direct penetration of organizations opposed 
to tiro U8. Military Involvement In South- 
east Asia. Once Information considered of an 
Intelligence nature was collected, that In- 
formation wns placod In classified military 
files, with a copy of the information being 
sent to various other federal agencies and 
to tho command center at Fort "Holablrd. 

In January 1070, I began to openly ques- 
tion the collection of Inteligenco Informa- 
tion by the Army, when that Information 
pertained to non-military organizations and 
individuals. My superiors Justified the col- 
lection of such Information to me by stating 
that It was the responsibility of the Army to 
maintain watch over potentially dangerous 
organizations and Individuals. My Group op- 
erations officer once Informed me that civil- 
ian agencies such as the FBI and Secret Serv- 
ice did not have tho' availability of personnel 
as did the Army; and therefore the Army was 
bettor staffed to conduct large scale collec- 
tion operations targeted against the civilian 
population. In response to my question of 
what value the information concerning civil- 
ians would have to the mission of the Army, 
my team chief stated, "What does It matter, 
the information all ends up at the same 
pluce." 

Senator. I find that I am living In an 
atmosphere of mistrust. From my experience 
with the Intel! gence corps and other govern- 
mental investigative agencies I believe that 
If I wore to make a public appearance and 
espouse my views concerning the US Mili- 
tary Involvement In Southeast Asia, or the 
need for change on the part of the govern- 
ment’s stand on campus unrest, my name 
would find Its way to tho classified files In 
some military lntellgonce office In the United 
States, and, that the word ‘’radical” would be 
opposite my name in that file. 

It Is my understanding that you arc pres- 
ently involved In an Investigation of the 
activities of military Intelligence within the 
confines of the United States. If I may be of 
any service to your investigation, please feel 
free to call upon me. 

With regard. 

(Signature deleted). 

Evanston, III. 



